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The tremendous growth in their duties and
responsibilities will be seen ~om the fact that
today the Controller is a mem er of 16 board;l,
"lmissions, and committees; t e Treasurer, 6;
< Secretary of State, 5; the Superintendent of
lr,1 blic Instruction, 11; and the LieutenantGovernor,5. The Controller is ex officio a member of the Board of Equalization, which is the
principal revenue collecting agency of the State.
The other members of this board receive salaries
44 per cent higher than that of the Controller.
With their many complex duties, it is, today,
extremely difficult to evaluate the relative responsibilities of th~se five officials; and this task
can he successfully undertaken only hy a governmental agency h''''ing at its disposal technical
knowledge and assistance. It is vital to the
puhlic interest that an effective means of accomplishing this result be providl'u, to the end that
t1:le public may secure the most competent and
efficient administration of State laws.
This amendment pI'operly places with the
people's elected representatives the necessary
authority to determine and fix the proper compensation for each of these five officials. This is
a power which the Legislature lIas alw~
with respect to the salaries of State judges and
members of the Board of IDqualization. By a
constitutional amendment auopted in 1934, the
Attorn<'y General's salary was made subject to
legislative action.
Upon the alloption of this amendment, the
Legislature willll',ve, with respect to the salaries
nf these five offi ials, an authority comparable
th that which the Congress of the United
.,tes hns always had in connection with the
salaries of all officials of the United States Government.
Vote YES on this amendment.
GEORGE J. HATFIELD,
Senator, Twenty-fourth District.
T. H. DELAP,
Senator, Seventeenth District.

Argument Against Senate Constitutional
Amendment No. 29

The purpose of the Senate Constitutional
Amendment No. 29 is to take from the people
of Caiifornia the right to fix salaries of certain
State officials and to delegate that power to the
State Legislature. The Constitution was written
for the purpose of setting out certain rights that
belonged to the people and generally when an
amendment is offered to the Constitution it is
for the purpose of curtailing or limiting those
rights. Amendment No. 29 is very definitely of
that nature. There is no reason why the salaries
of the State officials mentioned in this amendment should not be adjusted upward, There is
no doubt in my mind that if a constitutional
amendment was offered making' reasonable and
equitable adju;;tment it would be adopted by a
very substan tial vote. On the other hand, shOUld
this amendment be adopted and the adjustment
of salaries be gi\'en to the Legislature, it will be
up to each State official to go to the different
memhers of the Legislature and make a showing
as to why his salary should he raised and how
much the raise should be. It is e\'ident that in
this cuse the best lohbyist find wire-puller or
politician would get the IDo't money, "hile the
person who did the lnost work and who would
he most entitled to the salary raise would be
found at the bottom Gi the list. It is generally,
conceded by those who have attempted a study
of legislating that the nearer you can keep to the
people the more successful will be ~'our legislative efforts and the more pronounced will be your
governmental achievements,
Vote NO on Senate Constitlltio~al Amendment
No. 2!J and hold on to what few constitutional
rights yoU still enjoy as a yoter and citizen.
FRANK I.J. GORDON,
Senator, Eleventh District.

TAXATION EXEMPTION OF RELIGIOUS, HOSPITAL, AND CHARITABLE
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ORGANIZATIONS. Assembly Constitutional Amendment No. 17. Authorizes Legislature to exempt from property taxes propert~' llsed for religious, 1 - - - hospital, or charita hie purposes and owned by agencies organized for such purposes, which are not conductpd for profit and no part of the earnings of which
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(For full text of measure, see page 6, Part II)
Argument in Favol' of Assembly Constitutional
Amendment No. 17
"FAIR PLAY FOR CIL\.RITIES"
This amendment COl'l'ectB a serious defect in
California's Constitution.
California is the only State which taxes the
property of welfare agencies serving youth, old
~'e. the sick and handicapped,
Proposition

Four authorizes the LegislatUre to exempt these
organizations from property taxes and thus place
California in line with the sound and wise practice of the other 47 States.
These nonprofit organizations assist thn people
by providing important health, citizenship, and
welfare spryices, They are financed in whole or
in part hy your contributions either directly or
through a Community Chest. It is good public
[Three]

policy to encourage such private agencies by
exemption rather than to continue to penalize and
discourage them by heavy taxation.
The ability of these agencies to serve you is
reduced when a share of your contribution given
to aid their work is absorbed by the property tax.
The tax has also discouraged and in many cases
prevented charitable agencies from securing
greatly needed additional facilities to meet growing population needs. Both the pres!'nt services
and the equipment of these agencies are far below
normal in California. The tax has thus proved
a bad tax in its effect on these important services.
Of California's total tax levy of $316,001,918.
00, approximately 383 chariti!'s owning real property pay $759,916.21. Exemption of these charities from taxation would mean a 103s to counties
of only 2/10ths of 1%. To the taxpayer this
would mean a possible 1¢ increase per hundred
dollars of assessed valuation. Additional health
and welfare services resulting from the exemption, in fact, would save taxpayers the en tire
exemption cost.
The principle of tax exemption for charitable
agencies has been recognized in the California
Income Tax Law. Proposition Four follows the
wording of that law but it is not as broad. Experience under the Income Tax Law has proved
that Proposition Four will not open the door to
unworthy enterprises seeking to evade taxes.
The meaning of every phrase has been dearly
'defined by the taxing authorities and by the
courts. They have successfully confined exemptions to bona fide nonprofit charitable institutions.
To be exempt!d, property must be owned and
used exclusively for the purposes stated. The
amendment doe;, not authorize exemption of
investment property or large land-holdings.
Churches and colleges already are exempt. Competent legal authority advises that schools other
tha-n colleges will not be exempted under this
amendment because the Legislature expreFsly
eliminated the term "educationaI."
This amendment was proposed by the State
Legislature by a vote of 90-7. In a state-wide
public opinion SUf"ey among California voter;;
a substantial majority expressed their conviction that property used exclusively for religious,
hospital and charitahle purposes should be tax
exempt.
This is sound and timely legislation. Its
passage will cure a long-standing defect and an
injustice in California tax practice. It will place
California in line with the ,sound policy and
experience of the Federal Government and the
other States. It should be approved.
CHARLES W. LYO~,
Speaker and Member of the Assembly,
Fifty-ninth District.
THOM AS A. MALONEY,
Speaker Pro Tempore and Member of
the Assemhly, Twentieth District.
[Four]

Argument Against Assembly Constitutional
Amendment No. 17
No matter what the purpose be, anyenterpl'
now carried on in this State by private individlr"
must have included in its organization budget,
as one of its costs of operation, payment of taxes
as provided by the statutes. Subsequent exemption from taxation of such an enterprise constitutes nothing less than a subsidy by the entire
community affected in which only a small part
may ha,-e any interest or even be in sympathy ..
All tax exempt property in this State enjoys
such exemption privilege by virtue of some constitutional provision. The exemptions are specifically set forth therein and can not be changed
except by the voters. The adoption of this proposed amendment would be a radical departure
from a tax exempting polky which has been
fundamental in this State for nearly a century.
This proposed amendment would delegate to
the Legislature, within certain broad restrictions,
the right to define other types of property that
may be classified as tax exempt. By the same
authority, any succeeding Legislature could
modify, enlarge, or rescind these same tax exempt
classifications without the necet,sity of submitting
the matter to the vote of the people. Clearly, the
power to exempt any prop('rty should remain
within the Constitution rather than be placed in
the hands of the Legislature where such exemptions are in danger of being in a constant state
of flux.
The record of experience is clear. Even thou,,-restricted by constitutional limitations, t
voters are never free from pressure for additioha!
exemptions. These exemptions began by grants
to a very small group. A principle having been
established, it becomes increasingly difficult to
oppose the addition of other categor:es and each
additional exemption establishes the precedent
for the next one. Our property tax base has
already become dangerously narrow.
The proposed amendment docs not in itself
grant any exemptions, nor does it define'precisely
and specifically what properties falling within
the general categories mentioned are or are not
intended to be exempt. The language is so broad
that it is impossible for any voter to know just
what property he is authorizing the Legislature
to exempt. If he does have any clear idea on the
subject, it is unlikely to coincide with that of his
legislative representative to whom the authority
is delegated.
This proposed amendment does not provide for
specific exemptions but authorizes the Legislature by statute to make such exemptions within
certain broad limits. To transfer this authority
from the voter to the Legislature is a dangerous
t'ncroachment on the sovereign rights of the citizens of this State. Vote NO on Amendment
No. 17.
T. FENTON KNIGHT,
Assemblyman,
Forty-eighth District

,r'
That the Legislature of the State of California at its
lFifty-fifth I\egular Session commencing on the fourth
day of January, 194:3, two-thirds of the members elected
to each of the two houses of the said Legislature voting
'in favor thereof, hereby proposes to the people of the
State of California, that Section 22 be added to Article
V of the Constitutioll of said State, to read as follows:
(This proposed amendment does not expressly amend
any existing &edion of the Constitution, but adds a new
section thereto; therefore, the proyisions thereof are

printed in BLAVK-F ACED TYPE to mdlcate that
they are NEW,)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION,

Sec, 22,

Notwithstanding anything contal~_..
elsewhere in this Constitution, the compensation for
the services of the Lieutenant Governor, the State
Controller, Secretary of State, Superintendent of Public Instruction and State Treasurer may be fixed at
any time by the Legislature at an anIount not less than
five thousand dollars ($5,000) per annum.

TAXATION EXEMPTION OF RELIGIOUS, HOSPITAL, AND CHARI·
TABLE ORGANIZATIONS. Assembly Constitutional Amendment
No. 17. Authorizes Legislature to exempt from property taxes property used for religious, hospital, or charitable purposes and owned by
agencies organized for such purpose/l, which are not conducted for
profit and no part of the earnings of which inure to the benefit of any
individual.

YES

4

Assembly Constitutional Amendment No, 17-A reso·
lution proposing to the people of the State of Cali·
fornia an amendment to the Constitution of the
State, by adding a new section numbered lc to Article XIII thereof, relating to taxation.
Resolved by the Assembly of the State of Caloifornia,
the Senate concurring, That the Legislature of the State
of California at Its FIfty-fifth Session, commencing on
the fourth day of January, 1943, two-thirds of the memo
bers elected to each of the two houses of the Legislature
voting therefor, hereby proposes to the people of the
State of CalIfornia that the Constitution of the State be
amended by adding a new section, to be numbered 1c,
to Arti~je XUI thereof, to read:
(This proposed amendment does not expressly amend
any existing sectioll of the Constitution, but adds a new

section thereto; therefore, the provisions thereof are
printed in BLACK·FACED TYPE to indicate that
they are NEW,)
PROPOSED A)IENNIENT TO THE CONSTrTUTION.

Sec. lc. In addition to ~uch exemptions as are now
provided in this Constitution, the Legislature zr •
exempt from taxation all or any portion of prop
used exclusively for religiOUS, hospital or charitab.v
purposes and owned by co=unity chests, funds,
foundations or corporations organized and operated
for religiOUS, hospital or charitable purposes, not con·
ducted for profit and no part of the net earning'!! of
which inures to the benefit of any private shareholder
or individual.

PUBLIC OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES. REINSTATEMENT AFTER
MILITARY SERVICE. Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 10.
Adds section 3.5 to Article XX, Constitution. Authorizes Legislature
to provide for reinstatement of public officers and employees, who
resign to serve in armed forces of United States or of this State.
Validates present statutes conferring such rights. Defines classes of
()fficers and employees affected.
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Senate Constitutional Amendment Ko. 10-A ,resolUtion to propose to the people of the State of California an amendment to the Constitution of the
State by adding Section 3.5 to Article XX thereof,
relating to public officers and employees. and
authorizing' the Legishiture to pro"ide forthe rights
of such officers and employees after service- in the
armed forces

[Six)

NO

YES

NO

Resolved by the Senate, the Assem i!y concurring,
That the I.egislature of the State of California at its
Fifty.fifth Regular Session commencing on the fourth
day of January, 1943, two·thirds of the members
elected to each of the two) )u,; -, ot the Legislature "ot·
ing therefor, hereby proposes to the people of the State
of Calif('~nia that the Constitution of the State

